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Declaration for the Record of Decision
Douglas Road Landfill

Landfill Cap Operable Unit

Douglas Road Landfill
Mishawaka, Indiana

Statement of Basis and Purpose

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for
the landfill cap operable unit at the Douglas Road Landfill Site
(the Site) in Mishawaka, Indiana. This remedial action was
selected in accordance with CERCLA, as amended by SARA, and, to
the extent practicable, the National Contingency Plan. The
selection of this remedy is based on the Administrative Record
for the Site.

The State of Indiana concurs with the selected remedy.

Assessment of the Site

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
Site, if not addressed by implementing the response action
selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and substantial
endangerment to human health, welfare, or the environment.

Description of the Selected Remedy

This operable unit action is the first of two planned for this
Site. It specifically outlines an action to address on-site soil
and waste material contamination, which have been determined by
the Remedial Investigation to pose unacceptable risks to human
health and the environment.

The major components of the selected remedy include:

Installation of a Composite Barrier Cap with a GCL Soil
Barrier Layer, meeting the requirements of 329 IAC 2-14-19.

Collection and disposal of landfill gas

Perimeter ditches to collect surface water drainage

Groundwater and source area monitoring to ensure that the
goals of this action are met.



Declaration

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
environment, complies with Federal and State applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements for this operable unit
action, is cost effective, and consistent with achieving a
permanent remedy. This operable unit action utilizes permanent
solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the maximum
extent practicable for this site. However, because treatment of
the principal threats of the site was not found to be
practicable, this remedy does not satisfy the statutory
preference for treatment as a principal element. Subsequent
actions at the site will address other threats posed by
conditions at this site. Because this remedy will result in
hazardous substances remaining on-site above health based levels,
a review will be conducted to ensure that the remedy continues to
provide adequate protection of human health and the environment
within five years after commencement of this remedial action.
Because this is the first of two operable unit actions at the
site, review of this site and of this remedy will be continuing
as EPA continues to develop other remedial alternatives for this
site.

Date / Valdas V. Adamkus
Regional Administrator
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Re: Record of Decision
Operable Unit Two of
Site Remedy
Douglas Road Landfill
Mishawaka, IN

The Indiana Department of Environmental Management has
reviewed the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's Record of
Decision for the Douglas Road Landfill Superfund site. IDEM
fully concurs with the major components of the selected remedy
for Operable Unit Two of this site which include:

Placement of a composite barrier cap with a GCL soil barrier
layer. The typical cross section for this composite barrier cap
consists of (from top to bottom): a topsoil layer, a protective
soil layer, an aggregate or sand drainage layer with a minimum
permeability of 1 x lO^ cm/s, a flexible membrane liner, a GCL
soil barrier layer having a maximum permeability of 1 x lO^
cm/s, and a bedding layer.

We also agree that this action attains Federal and State
requirements that are applicable, or relevant and appropriate to
this final site remedy. Because this remedy will result in
hazardous substances remaining on site above health-based levels,
a review will be conducted within five years after commencement
of the remedial action to ensure the remedy continues to provide
adequate protection of human health and the environment.

IDEM staff have been working closely with Region V staff in
the selection of an appropriate final remedy for the Douglas Road
Landfill and are satisfied that the selected alternative for
Operable Unit Two of this site adequately addresses the risks to
human health and the environment posed by the soils.

An Equal Opportunity Employer
Printed on Recycled Paper



Decision Summary
Douglas Road Landfill
Mishawaka, Indiana

Site Name. Location and Description

Douglas Road Landfill
Mi shawaka, Indiana

The Douglas Road Landfill site (The Site) is located in St.
Joseph County just north of Mishawaka, Indiana. The site is
approximately 16 acres in size and is located near the northwest
corner of Douglas and Grape Roads. The Site is bounded by the
right-of-way for the Indiana State Toll Road to the north, a
shopping center and an apartment complex to the east, residential
properties and Douglas Road to the south, and agricultural land
to the west (See Figure 1).

Activities

In the early 1950s, the property was excavated and gravel onsite
was used for the construction of the interstate. Uniroyal
Plastics, Inc. (Uniroyal) leased the gravel pit and used it as a
repository for plant wastes between 1954 and 1979. From 1954 to
1971, solvents, fly ash, paper, wood stock, rubber and plastic
scrap were disposed of at the landfill. Only fly ash was
disposed of from 1971 to 1979. In December 1979, the site was
closed to avoid having to comply with impending RCRA regulations
pertaining to the operation of a landfill.

According to the information provided by Uniroyal, about 302,400
gallons of RCRA hazardous waste were disposed of at the landfill.
Liquid wastes included methyl ethyl ketone, acetone,
tetrahydrofuran, toluene, hexane, and xylene. Historical aerial
photographs of the landfill indicate several pits containing
liquid that may have been used for disposal; the largest (and
longest used) was in the central area of the landfill (See Figure
1) .

The landfill was nominated for inclusion on the NPL on June 10,
1986, and placed on the NPL on March 31, 1989. In September,
1989, the State of Indiana and Uniroyal signed a consent decree,
in which Uniroyal agreed to perform a RI/FS at the site. Before
completion of this work, Uniroyal filed for bankruptcy and
discontinued work at the site (November 1991).



Following the bankruptcy, it was determined that U.S. EPA should
regain the site lead and the RI/FS was began in early 1994, using
Superfund money. These investigations were completed in the fall
of 1994.

Highlights of ConnnnrH t-y Participation

Public participation requirements under CERCLA Sections 113
(k)(2)(B) (i-v) and 117 were satisfied during the RI/FS process.
U.S. EPA has been primarily responsible for conducting the
community involvement program for this Site, with the assistance
of the Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM).
The following public participation activities, to comply with
CERCLA, were conducted during the RI/FS.

A Community Involvement Plan was developed in 1994, to
assess the community's informational needs related to the
Douglas Road Landfill site and to outline community
involvement activities to meet these needs. Residents and
community officials were interviewed and their concerns were
incorporated into this plan.

A public information repository was established at the
Mishawaka-Penn Public Library.

A mailing list of interested citizens, organizations, news
media, and elected officials in local, county, State and
Federal government was developed. Fact sheets and other
information regarding site activities were mailed
periodically to all persons or entities on this mailing
list. This mailing list has been updated on a continual
basis as more individuals have become aware of the
contaminated residential well problem.

A Fact Sheet was mailed to the public in April 1994, that
announced a public meeting to discuss the upcoming Remedial
Investigation and answer site related questions from the
public.

A public meeting on April 20, 1994, at the Walt Disney
School in Mishawaka announced the beginning of the Remedial
Investigation and provided details about its conduct.

A fact sheet was mailed to the public in September 1994,
that announced an availability session on September 28,
1994, to discuss sampling results from the Remedial
Investigation.

An Availability Session was held on September 28, 1994 at
the Walt Disney School to discuss RI progress and answer
questions from the public regarding residential well
contamination discovered during the RI.



Subsequent actions will be taken to provide a city water
extension to residential properties affected by site
contamination, and to address remediation of groundwater
contaminated by the site. This operable unit will be designed to
be consistent with any and all potential future cleanup actions
at the site.

Site Characteristics

The RI/FS was conducted to identify the types, quantities and
locations of contaminants at the site and to develop alternatives
that best address these contamination problems. The nature and
extent of actual or potential contamination related to the site
was determined by a series of field investigations, including:

development of detailed information regarding
historical site operations

on-site surface soil sampling

performance of a geoprobe survey to aid in the
optimal placement of groundwater monitoring wells

installation and sampling of groundwater
monitoring wells, both on-site and off-site

identification and sampling of existing ground-
water wells in the site vicinity

preparation of a site-wide human health and
ecological risk assessment

contaminant fate and transport modeling and
analysis

Site Geology;

The Douglas Road Landfill site is underlain by unconsolidated
glacial deposits ranging from 30 to 200 feet thick. The glacial
deposits consist of sand and gravel outwash, interbedded with
clayey tills formed by the Saginaw Lobe of the Wisconsinan
glacial event. In the site area, an intermediate deposit of clay
till separates the sand and gravel outwash into upper and lower
units. This clay unit has an irregularly sloping scoured
surface, dipping northwest, with a bottom elevation ranging from
600 feet msl near the Michigan state line to 675 feet msl near
Mishawaka.

A basal clay till unit is also observed throughout the area,
directly overlying the bedrock. Soils on the landfill surface
consist of a well-drained sandy loam material, intermixed with
areas of gravel, fly ash, coal and sand.



Groundwater samples collected from residential wells were found
to be contaminated with volatile organics up to levels of 100
ppb.

Summary of Site Risks

This Record of Decision is written for an operable unit action to
address the contaminated soils and waste materials at the site.
The RI report contains a Risk Assessment, prepared by CH2M Hill
using the Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund and approved by
EPA as a portion of the RI report, that calculated the actual or
potential risks to human health and the environment that may
result from exposure to site contamination. Risks associated
with exposure to contaminated groundwater will be summarized in a
subsequent ROD to address contaminated groundwater.

The risk assessment determined that the majority of risks
associated with exposure at the site were attributed to dioxin,
PCBs, PAHs and bis (2-ethyl hexyl) phthalate.

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
site not addressed by implementing the response action selected
in this ROD, may present an imminent and substantial endangerment
to public health, welfare or the environment.

Toxicitv Assessment

Cancer potency factors (CPFs) have been developed by EPA's
Carcinogenic Assessment Group for estimating excess lifetime
cancer risks associated with exposure to potentially carcinogenic
chemicals. CPFs, which are expressed in units of (mg/kg-day)(-1)
are multiplied by the estimated intake of a potential
carcinogen,in mg/kg-day, to provide an upper bound estimate of
the excess lifetime cancer risk associated with exposure at that
intake level. The term "upper bound" reflects the conservative
estimate of the risks calculated from the CPF. Use of this
approach makes underestimation of the actual cancer risk highly
unlikely. Cancer potency factors are derived from the results of
human epidemiological studies or chronic animal bioassays to
which animal to human extrapolation and uncertainty factors have
been applied (e.g. to account for the use of animal data to
predict effects on humans).

Reference doses (RfDs) have been developed by EPA for indicating
the potential for adverse health effects from exposure to
chemicals exhibiting noncarcinogenic effects. RfDs, which are
expressed in units of mg/kg-day, are estimates of lifetime daily
exposure levels for humans, including sensitive individuals.
Estimated intakes of chemicals from environmental media (e.g. the
amount of a chemical ingested from contaminated drinking water)
can be compared to the RfD. RfDs are derived from human
epidemiological studies or animal studies to which uncertainty
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vomiting, headaches, fatigue, muscular aches and joint pains,
peripheral neuropathy, loss of libido, and irritation of eyes,
respiratory tract and skin.

Bis (2-ethyl hexyl) phthalate Chronic exposure at relatively
high concentrations have retarded growth and resulted in
increased liver and kidney weight in experimental animals. Some
evidence exists in animals of teratogenic and ferotoxic effects.
Reproductive effects, decreased fertility and testicular damage
have been noted in rodents. Phthalates are poorly absorbed
through the skin and are rapidly metabolized.

Risk Assessment

Excess lifetime cancer risks are determined by multiplying the
intake level with the cancer potency factor. These risks are
probabilities that are generally expressed in scientific notation
(e.g., 1 x 10(-6) or IE-6). An excess lifetime cancer risk of I
x 10(-6) indicates that, as a plausible upper bound, an
individual has a one in one million chance of developing cancer
as a result of site related exposure to a carcinogen over a 70
year lifetime under the specific exposure conditions at a site.

Potential concern for noncarcinogenic effects of a single
contaminant in a single medium is expressed as the hazard
quotient (HQ)(or the ratio of the estimated intake derived from
the contaminant concentration in a given medium to the
contaminant's reference dose). By adding the HQs for all
contaminants within a medium or across all media to which a given
population may reasonably be exposed, the Hazard Index (HI) can
be generated. The HI provides a useful reference point for
gauging the potential significance of multiple contaminant
exposures within a single medium or across media.

Carcinogenic risks described in the risk assessment for exposure
to contaminated surface soil at the site were computed for
several potential exposure scenarios, including residential
child, residential adult, teenage trespasser, and occupational
adult exposures. The combined pathways carcinogenic risk for
surface soil exposure at the site exceeds 1 x 10 (-6) for all
receptor groups, ranging from 2.4 x 10(-4) for adults engaged in
occupational activities to 2 x 10(-6) for a teenage trespasser.
The principal carcinogenic risk contributors are dioxin, PCBs,
PAHs, and bis (2-ethyl hexyl) phthalate (See Table 1).

The non-carcinogenic risks associated with future exposure to
contaminated surface soil at the site were computed for the same
exposure scenarios as were used for the carcinogenic risks.
Generally, total Hazard Indices (HI) are used to calculate non
carcinogenic risks and must be below a value of 1.0; otherwise
U.S. EPA policy requires remedial action. The assessment of
future non-carcinogenic risks shows a combined ingestion, dermal,



and inhalation hazard index ranging from 0.009 for a teenage
trespasser to 27.08 for adults in a residential setting (See
Table 1).

An ecological risk assessment determined whether the contaminants
present at the site and evaluated potential threats to ecological
receptors in the absence of any remedial actions.

The results of this assessment, as summarized in the risk
assessment portion of the RI, determined that due to exposure to
site contaminants, ecological damage from surface soil
contamination is likely in the absence of any remedial actions.

Description of Alternatives

A Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) was completed for this site
using the presumptive remedy guidance, which calls for the
analysis of a very limited number of cleanup options for the site
remediation. During the FFS, a list of alternatives was
developed that could be used to address the threats and/or
potential threats identified for the soil at the site. The list
of alternatives was screened based on criteria for effectiveness
(i.e. protection of human health and the environment,
reliability), implementability (i.e. technical feasibility,
compliance with applicable Federal and State regulations) and
relative costs (i.e. capital, operation and maintenance).

Following this initial screening, the list of alternatives was
evaluated and only alternatives that met the nine criteria,
listed below in the comparative analysis section, were submitted
for detailed analysis. The Hydrologic Evaluation of Landfill
Performance (HELP) model was used to evaluate the performance of
each capping alternative for inhibiting infiltration of
rainwater, which assisted with the comparison of each alternative
to the no action alternative.

Alternative 1 No Action

Under this alternative, no remediation would occur and the site
would remain in its present condition. This alternative will not
reduce any potential public health or environmental risks
currently associated with the site. This alternative will
include access and deed restrictions limiting the future use of
groundwater and surface water at the site and limiting future
site development. The inclusion of the no action alternative is
required by law to give U.S. EPA a basis for comparison.

Present Worth Cost: $200,000
Time to Implement: 2-4 weeks
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Alternative 4A Composite Barrier Cap with a Compacted Clav
Soil Barrier Laver

This alternative consists of placement of a composite barrier cap
with a compacted clay soil barrier. The typical cross section
for a composite barrier cap consists of (from top to bottom): a
topsoil layer, a protective soil layer, an aggregate or sand
drainage layer with a minimum permeability of 1 x 10 (-2) cm/s, a
flexible membrane liner, a compacted clay soil barrier layer with
a maximum permeability of 1 x 10(-7) cm/s, and a bedding layer.
In addition to the cap, access restrictions will be implemented
to restrict site use and access. These restrictions will include
deed restrictions to control site development and groundwater use
and fencing to inhibit unauthorized access to the landfill
property.

Present Worth Cost: $5,800,000
Time to Implement: 5 months

Alternative 4B Composite Barrier Cap with a GCL Soil Barrier
Layer

This alternative consists of placement of a composite barrier cap
with a GCL soil barrier layer. The typical cross section for a
composite barrier cap consists of (from top to bottom): a topsoil
layer, a protective soil layer, an aggregate or sand drainage
layer with a minimum permeability of 1 x 10(-2) cm/s, a flexible
membrane liner, a GCL soil barrier layer with a maximum
permeability of 1 x 10(-8) cm/s, and a bedding layer. In
addition to the cap, access restrictions will be implemented to
restrict site use and access. These restrictions will include
deed restrictions to control site development and groundwater use
and fencing to inhibit unauthorized access to the landfill
property.

Present Worth Cost: $4,700,000
Time to Implement: 4 months

Summary of the Comparative Analysis of Alternatives

The nine criteria used by U.S. EPA to evaluate remedial
alternatives, as set forth in the NCP, 40 CFR Part 300.430,
include: overall protection of human health and the environment;
compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements (ARARs); long-term effectiveness; reduction of
toxicity, mobility, or volume; short-term effectiveness;
implementability; cost; state acceptance; and community
acceptance.

THRESHOLD CRITERIA



Table A-l
DHL Site Landfill Operable Unit

Federal and State ARARs
(I'age 1 of 2)

Remedial Activity and
Applicable Alternatives Federal ARAR State AKAR Comment

Waste classification for
landfill contents (all
alternatives)

40 CFR, Part 261: Identification
and Listing of Hazardous Waste,
Subparts A (General), B (Criteria),
C (Characteristics), and Appendices.

329 IAC Article 3
Rules 1, 4-6

Establishes thai RCRA hazardous
wastes were disposed in landf i l l ,
and soils mixed wi th waste arc
hazardous.

Hazardous Waste landfill
Closure and Post-Closure
Care (all alternatives)

40 CI-R Part 264, Subpart N
(264.310 Closure and Post-Closure
Care, and 264 301 Design and
Operating Requirements and 264.117
Post-Closure Use).

329 1AC Article 3.1,
Rule 9

Performance standards lor new
RCRA landfills require covers (hat
minimize infi l trat ion and has a
permeability no greater than
1 x 10 7 CFII/S Post-closure use of
property restricted as necessary to
prevent damage to cover

Solid Waste Landfill
Closure and Post-Closure
Care (all alternatives)

40 CFR Part 258.60 329 1AC Article
2-14 19

Federal performance standards lor
new landfi l ls require 18 inches of
1 x 10 5 cm/s or less layer, wim
6 inches of topsoil Slate
regulations specify 2 feet of
compacted clay wi th 6 inches of
lopsoil. May be deemed relevant
and appropriate

Stormwater Control
Requirements
(Alternatives 2-4)

327 I AC Article 15,
Rule 5: Storm Water
Run-off Associated
with Construction

Applicable
'V
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BALANCING CRITERIA

Long Term Effectiveness

Addresses any expected residual risk and the ability of a remedy to
maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment
over time, once cleanup standards have been met.

All of the alternatives involve leaving wastes in place and the
long term effectiveness and permanence is entirely dependent on the
durability and maintenance of the covers and caps and the ability
to limit infiltration of rainwater.

Alternatives 2, 3A, 3B, 4A, and 4B provide both access restrictions
and containment technologies, including caps and surface controls.
The capping systems incorporated by Alternatives 2, 3A, 3B, 4A and
4B provide similar levels of protection from direct contact with
the landfill contents.

Alternatives 2, 3A, 3B, 4A, and 4B will prevent direct contact with
the landfill contents, will control surface water runoff and
erosion, and will prevent volatilization and fugitive dust
emissions from surficial soil contamination.

Alternative 2 will prevent contact with the landfill contents but
will not limit the infiltration of rainwater. Alternatives 3A, 3B,
4A, and 4B will prevent contact with the landfill contents and will
also limit the infiltration of rainwater to prevent contamination
of groundwater from the landfill contents. This limitation on
infiltration will decrease the transport of contaminants to the
groundwater, which will assist in long term groundwater remediation
by limiting the amount of contaminants migrating into the
groundwater.

Alternatives 3A, 3B, 4A, and 4B are functionally equivalent with
respect to this balancing criterion and are superior to Alternative
2 because of long term reliability and reduction of rainwater
infiltration. However, Alternatives 4B provides higher levels of
infiltration protection than Alternatives 3A, 3B, and 4A, resulting
in greater long-term effectiveness and permanence.

?xicity. Mobility or Volume (TMV) through Treatment

Addresses the anticipated performance of the treatment technologies
a remedy may employ.

All of the alternatives will reduce the mobility of groundwater
contamination at the site by reducing the amount of rainwater that
can infiltrate into the landfill and leach contaminants from the
landfill contents. None of the alternatives provides reduction of
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and 4B. This becomes more important because the timeframe for
installation of the cap necessitates construction in times when
weather may hinder performance.

Therefore, it has been determined that Alternatives 3B and 4B are
functionally equivalent and superior to Alternatives 2, 3A, and 4A,
primarily because of the lack of a locally available clay source
and the greater tolerance to adverse weather conditions.

Addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy,
including the availability of materials and services needed for a
particular option to be put in place.

The implementability of the alternatives is based on availability
of materials to construct the caps and the ease in obtaining
administrative permits to perform the work. Implementing
Alternatives 2, 3A, 3B, 4A, and 4B entails managing construction
activities, locating and ordering materials for construction, and
obtaining permits related to the remedial action.

Materials for Alternatives 2, 3B, and 4B are readily available
while the clay layer component of Alternatives 3A and 4A lacks a
locally available source.

Weather related concerns also impact implementability of the
alternatives. Alternatives 3A and 4A depend on the placement of a
compacted clay layer, which cannot be constructed in inclement
weather. Alternatives 3B and 4B cover construction is not as
weather dependent as the other alternatives as the placement of the
membrane and geosynthetic layer can be accomplished under adverse
weather conditions.

Therefore, Alternatives 3B and 4B have been determined to be
functionally equivalent with respect to this balancing criterion,
and are superior to Alternatives 2, 3A and 4A.

Included are capital costs, annual operation and maintenance costs
(assuming a 30 year time period), and net present value of capital
and operation and maintenance costs. The selected remedy must be
cost effective.

The FS presented net present worth cost estimates for each of the
seven alternatives brought forward for detailed analysis. These
estimates were derived from literature, vendor quotations, actual
costs from similar projects, and standard cost information sources.
Cost estimates are provided primarily for the purpose of conducting
a comparative assessment between remedial options, in order to
assess the economic feasibility of the different alternatives.
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mobility of contaminants through capping. Alternatives 2, SA and
4A are not as effective in the long term at reducing the mobility
of contaminants through capping.

Alternatives 3B and 4B are more effective in the short term than
Alternatives 3A and 4A due to the lack of locally available clay
deposits to use in the construction of the cap and the time and
effort necessary to place and compact these materials during cap
installation. Alternatives 3B and 4B are easier to implement than
Alternatives 3A and 4A because of the more readily available GCL
liner materials compared with the lack of locally available clay.
Alternative 4B provides greater long term protection of landfill
contents from precipitation infiltration than Alternative 3B, which
will benefit long term remediation of contaminated groundwater
coming from the site, which will help to ultimately reduce the
risks posed by the landfill contents.

Therefore, the best balance among the seven alternatives, while
providing for protection of human health and the environment and
long term effectiveness and permanence, is Alternative 4B,
Composite Barrier Cap with a GCL Soil Barrier Layer.

Selected Remedy

U.S. EPA has selected Alternative 4B - Composite Barrier Cap with
a GCL Soil Barrier Layer, as the appropriate soil cleanup remedy
for the Douglas Road site. This alternative was selected because
it is the most appropriate alternative for this operable unit
action and is compatible with the final remedial alternative
selected for groundwater remediation, because of the reduction in
rainwater infiltration provided by the selected response action.

The objective of this operable unit action is to remediate on-site
source areas that are contributing to contamination of both soils
and groundwater. The FFS contains a description of this
alternative. The components of this alternative include site
preparation, institutional controls, groundwater monitoring, and
placement of cap materials.

Site preparation will consist of clearing and grubbing activities,
with the trees and shrubs shredded and placed evenly over the site
prior to placement of the gas collection layer.

Access restrictions will be implemented to control site use and
access. Access restrictions for this alternative include deed
restrictions, which will be sought to limit the use of the site for
construction or other site development, and will prohibit the use
of groundwater beneath the site for any purpose, and fencing to
inhibit unauthorized access to the landfill property, and to
protect the remedy components. Warning signs stating the hazards
within the landfill area will also be placed along the property
boundary as necessary.
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1. Be protective of human health and the environment.

2. Comply with all ARARs established under federal and state
environmental laws (or justify a waiver).

3. Be cost effective.

4. Utilize permanent solutions and alternative technologies
or recovery technologies to the maximum extent
practicable.

5. Satisfy the statutory preference for remedies that
utilize treatment and also significantly reduce the
toxicity, mobility and volume of the hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminants.

In addition, CERCLA § 121(c) requires five year reviews to
determine if adequate protection of human health and the
environment is being maintained where remedial actions result in
hazardous substances remaining on-site above health-based levels.
The selected remedy for the Douglas Road Landfill Site achieves
these requirements as discussed in detail below.

Protection of H"*""*!! Health and the Eirvir'O"''"**"t

The selected remedy for the source control operable unit achieves
the requirement of being protective of human health and the
environment by containing the source contamination and isolating it
from the environment. Baseline cancer risks from the site exceed
the 10-4 to 10-6 acceptable risk range established by EPA in the
NCP. Deed restrictions will ensure that future land use of the
source area will not impose an unacceptable risk. Non-carcinogenic
risks will be reduced to levels less than the EPA standard of 1.0,
through institutional and source control measures.

Compliance with ARARs

The selected alternative complies with all chemical, action and
location specific applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements (ARARs) for the Site. A detailed discussion of the
ARARs and to be considered (TBCs) is presented above and a complete
list of ARARS and TBCs is in the Focused Feasibility Study.

Chemical-Specific ARARs

Chemical-Specific ARARs do not exist for contaminated source soils
at the Site. TBCs, such as reference concentrations and potency
factors were evaluated as part of the risk analysis for the Site.
The selected alternative will meet the TBC based clean-up goals for
the source area.

Action-Specific ARARs



APPENDIX A

Douglas Road Landfill
Michigan City, Indiana

Responsiveness Summary

I. Responsiveness Summary Overview

In accordance with CERCLA Section 117, a public comment period
was held from March 23, 1995 to April 24, 1995, to allow
interested parties to comment on the United Stated Environmental
Protection Agency's (U.S. EPA's) Focused Feasibility Study (FFS)
and Proposed Plan for the Douglas Road Landfill Superfund site
(the Site). At a April 5, 1995 public meeting, EPA and Indiana
Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) officials presented
the Proposed Plan for remediation for the landfill capping phase
at the Site, answered questions and accepted comments from the
public. Written comments were also received through the mail.

II. Background of Community Concern

The Douglas Road Landfill operated from 1954 to 1979 as a
repository for Uniroyal plant wastes. From 1954 to 1971,
solvents, fly ash, paper, wood stock, rubber and plastic scrap
were disposed ot: at the landfill. Only fly ash was disposed of
from 1971 to 1979.

The Site was nominated for inclusion on the NPL on June 10, 1986
and placed on the NPL on March 31, 1989. In September, 1989, the
State of Indiana and Uniroyal signed a consent decree in which
Uniroyal agreed to perform a RI/FS at the site. Before
completion of this work, Uniroyal filed for bankruptcy and
discontinued work at the site (November 1991). Following the
bankruptcy, it was determined that U.S. EPA should regain the
site lead and the RI/FS was began in early 1994, using Superfund
money.

During the RI, it was discovered that residential wells in the
vicinity of Douglas Road and State Road 23 were contaminated with
vinyl chloride and trichloroethylene (TCE), contaminants that had
been identified as coming from the site. These residents
received the following temporary measures to provide protection
until a permanent remedy could be implemented for the affected
wells: for those with vinyl chloride contamination, residents
received portable air strippers and for those with TCE
contamination, residents received in-line filters.



EPA response 3: EPA agrees with the commentors and is taking the
steps necessary to provide city water as soon as possible. Right
now, funding for the water line project is temporarily
unavailable. EPA had planned to use funding which would have
been provided from it's Headquarters office located in
Washington, D.C. to design and construct the water line
extension. This money has been frozen by EPA Headquarters in
anticipation of Congressional budget cuts. Congress is in the
process of re-examining EPA's overall budget for potential budget
cuts Agency wide. It is hoped that following this process, the
project will be funded. Once monies become available, the water
line extension will be designed and constructed in a several
months, hopefully later this year.

4. A commentor raised a number of concerns regarding the
groundwater phase and it's interrelation with the proposed
capping portion of the Site cleanup.

EPA response 4: EPA appreciates the input and suggestions for
characterizing and cleaning up area groundwater. EPA will factor
these concerns into any future plans for groundwater cleanup. As
was stated in the meeting, the proposed capping of the landfill
is closely interrelated with future cleanup plans for area
groundwater.

EPA proposed this capping alternative because it's implementation
will greatly augment future groundwater cleanup.
EPA will propose a final remedy for area groundwater cleanup this
summer, for which the commentor and the rest of the public will
have the opportunity to provide input to the EPA.

The comments are paraphrased in order to effectively summarize
them in this document. The reader is referred to the public
meeting transcript which is available in the public information
repository, which is located at the Mishawalca-Penn Public
Library. Written comments received at EPA's regional office are
on file in the Region 5 office. A copy of these written comments
has also been placed in the aforementioned repositories.



DDCI DATE AUTHOR RECIPIENT TITLE/DESCRIPTION PAGES

14 07/22/9,5 Schafer, 6., U.S. Ploib, D.( CH2H Hill Cover Letter Forwarding Three Boxes of Ran 1
EPA Analytical Data

15 07/27/93 Helper, E., U.S. EPfl Schafer, 6., U.S. Heiorandui re: Ecological Review of the Draft 2
EPA RI/FS Work Plan

16 09/11/93 Nathan, S., U.S. EPA Sandoval, H., U.S. Heiorandui Forwarding Attached August 11,
EPA 1993 Statement of Work (Revision 1)

37

17 08/11/93 Schafer, 6. and File
Nathan, S.t U.S. EPA

Meiorandui re: Suiiary of Discussions Held at 4
the June 2B, 1993 Kickoff Meeting Kith CH2H
Hill

IB 08/11/93 Sorski, W., U.S. EPA Figliulo, I., U.S. Heiorandui re: Wetlands Regulatory Unit's
EPA Review of the Draft RI/FS Work Plan

1

19 08/18/93 Schafer, 6., U.S. Ploib, D., CH2M Hill Cover Heiorandui Forwarding various Documents 1
EPA re: the Quality Assurance Project Plan

20 08/19/93 Watters, E., U.S. Traub, J., U.S. EPA Heiorandui re: Water Division's Review of the 3
EPA RI/FS Work Plan

21 08/23/93 Kasarabada, P., IDEM Schafer, 6., U.S. Letter re: IDEH's Review Coiients on the
EPA RI/FS Work Plan

4

22 08/24/93

23 09/14/93

Schafer, 6., U.S. Ploib, D., CH2H Hill Letter re: U.S. EPA/IDEH's Review Coiients on 5
EPA the Draft RI/FS Work Plan

Ploib, D. and
Ohland, C., CH2H
Hill

Schafer, 6., U.S. Heiorandui re: DRL Meeting Minutes (FASP and
EPA Geoprobe)

24 09/17/93

25 11/01/93

26 11/05/93

27 11/05/93

28 12/09/93

Schafer, 6., U.S. Addressees
EPA

CH2H Hill U.S. EPA

Heiorandui re: Suiiary of September 2, 1993
Minutes froi the FflSP/Geoprobe Meeting

Report: Work Plan for the RI/FS

CH2H Hill

EPft

U.S. EPA

Project Plan, Field Sampling Plan, and Health
and Safety Plan

Health and Safety Plan

Schafer, B., U.S. Ploib, D., CH2H Hill Letter Forwarding Attached CH2H Hill's
EPA Conents on the Draft Quality Assurance

Project Plan w/Attachients

95

Ploib, D., CH2H Hill Schafer, 6., U.S. Cover Letter Forwarding the Quality Assurance 1

26

35



DOCf DATE AUTHOR RECIPIENT TITLE/DESCRIPTION PAGES

43 09/08/94 Novak, D., U.S. ERA South Bend Residents Letters to Four Residents re: Suiiary of B
Results of Nay 23 and April 11, 1994
Residential Veil Saipling

44 09/16/94 Tavitas, N., ATEC Doran, H., Riedel Letter Forwarding Attached Results of the 4i
Associates, Inc. Environiental Organic Analyses for Thirteen Saiples (Round

Services 3)

45 09/19/94 Krieg, D., Ecology t Theisen, K., U.S. FAX Transiittal Forwarding Chain of Custody 22
Environment, Inc. EPA Records and Field Saiple Data Sheets for

Residential Well Saipling M/Attachients

46 09/23/94 CH2H Hill U.S.EPA Technical Heiorandui II: Suiiary of Field 58
Investigation Data Collection Activities

47 10/11/94 Theisen, K., U.S. South Bend Residents Letters to Eleven Residents re: Results of 11
EPA September 13, 1994 Residential Hell Saipling

for VOCs

48 12/01/94 Novak, D., U.S. EPA Ostrodka, S., U.S. Cover Netorandui Forwarding the Risk 1
EPA Assessient

49 12/15/94 Ploib, D., CH2fl Hill Novak, D., U.S. EPA Cover Letter Forwarding the Agency Review 1
Draft of the RI Report

50 01/03/95 Ptiuowski, A., U.S. Novak, D., U.S. EPA Heiorandui re: Technical Support Section's 9
EPA Review Coiients on the Baseline Risk

Assessient w/Attachients

51 01/05/95 Micheal, E., St. Novak, D., U.S. EPA Letter re: SJCHD's Request to U.S. EPA to 17
Joseph County Health Conduct Mater Sampling to Verify the
Department Effectiveness of the Mater Filtration Devices

w/Attached Docuients froa the SJCHD's Douglas
Road Site File

52 01/11/95 Theisen, K., U.S.EPA South Bend Residents Letters to Eight Residents re: Results of 8
Noveiber 21, 1994 Residential Mell Saipling
for VOCs

53 01/11/95 Harrow, M., U.S. EPA Novak, D., U.S. EPA Neiorandui re: Technical Support Section's 3
Review Coiients en the RI Report

54 01/11/95 Chapian, J., U.S. Novak, D., U.S. EPA Heiorandui re: Technical Support Section's 2
EPA Review Conents on the Agency Review Draft RI

Report

55 01/20/95 Theisen, K., U.S. South Bend Residents Letters to Two Residents re: Results of 2
EPA Noveiber 14, 1995 Residential Mell Saipling

for VOCs



DOCt DATE AUTHOR RECIPIENT TITLE/DESCRIPTION PAGES

71 03/09/95 Erejda, H., IDEH Novak, D., U.S. EPA Letter re: IDEH's Review Coiients on the 2
Second Draft of the FFS Report

72 03/10/95 Srejda, H., IDEH Novak, D., U.S. EPA Letter re: IDEH's Review Coinents on the 3
First Draft of the Proposed Plan

73 03/10/95 Henne, D., U.S. DOI Novak, D., U.S. EPA Letter re: U.S. DOI's Review Coinents on the 5
Draft Proposed Plan

74 03/13/95 Hright, D., ISDN Novak, D., U.S. EPA rteiorandui re: ISDH's Review Coiients on the 1
Draft Proposed Plan

75 03/14/95 Harrero, J., U.S. Novak, D., U.S. EPA Heiorandui re: Air Toxic and Radiation 1
EPA Branch's Review Coiients on the Draft

Proposed Plan

76 03/15/95 U.S. EPA Public Public Notice re: Announcement of April 5, 1
1995 Public fleeting and Narch 23-April 24,
1995 Public Coeient Period

77 03/20/95 Novak, D., U.S. EPA Ploib, D., CH2H Hill Letter re: U.S. EPA's Review of the Revised 1
FFS Report

78 03/21/95 Srejda, H., IDEM Novak, D., U.S. EPA Letter re: IDEH's Review Coiients on the 5
Second Draft of the RI Report

79 04/04/95 Brejda, H., IDEH Novak, D., U.S. EPA Letter re: IDEH's Review Coiients on the 2
First Draft of the Kork Plan for Reiedial
Design

80 04/07/95 Beutter, R., City of U.S. EPA/OPA Letter re: Mayor's Coiients Concerning the 2
Hishawaka Proposed Plan

81 04/24/95 Concerned Citizens U.S. EPA Five Public Coiient Sheets re: the Proposed 5
Plan

82 04/28/95 Ruiiel Reporting U.S. EPA Transcript: April 5, 1995 Public Hearing 53
Service
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Declaration for the Record of Decision
Douglas Road Landfill

Landfill Cap Operable Unit

Douglas Road Landfill
Mishawaka, Indiana

Statement of Basis and Purpose

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for
the landfill cap operable unit at the Douglas Road Landfill Site
(the Site) in Mishawaka, Indiana. This remedial action was
selected in accordance with CERCLA, as amended by SARA, and, to
the extent practicable, the National Contingency Plan. The
selection of this remedy is based on the Administrative Record
for the Site.

The State of Indiana concurs with the selected remedy.

Assessment of the Site

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
Site, if not addressed by implementing the response action
selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and substantial
endangerment to human health, welfare, or the environment.

Description of the Selected Remedy

This operable unit action is the first of two planned for this
Site. It specifically outlines an action to address on-site soil
and waste material contamination, which have been determined by
the Remedial Investigation to pose unacceptable risks to human
health and the environment.

The major components of the selected remedy include:

Installation of a Composite Barrier Cap with a GCL Soil
Barrier Layer, meeting the requirements of 329 IAC 2-14-19.

Collection and disposal of landfill gas

Perimeter ditches to collect surface water drainage

Groundwater and source area monitoring to ensure that the
goals of this action are met.


